United States Court of Appeals 

for the 

District of Columbia Circuit 



TRANSCRIPT OF 
RECORD 



CODET OF APPEiLS OF H DfflCT OF COLUBIL 

OCTOBIGia TEIiM, 1003. 

No. 1367. 


No. 24, SPECIAL CALENDAR. 


NATHAN A. SPRINGER, PLAINTIFF IN ERROR, 

VS. 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


IN ERROR TO THE POLICE COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


INDEX. 

OrlKinal. Print. 

Caption. a 1 

Information. 1 1 

Bill of exceptions. 2 

Testimony of Charles W. Proctor. 2 

Exhibit A. 2 2 

Testimony of John R. Atwell . 2 3 

Frederick 0. Roman. 3 3 

Nathan A, Springer. 3 3 

Court’s charge to jury.*. 4 4 

Copy of docket entries. 6 ^5 

Clerk’s certificate. 7 6 

Writ of error.. 8 6 


Judd & Detweileh, Printers, Washington, D. C., October 17, 1903. 


w to 






























Ill the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


Nathan A. Springer, Plaintiff in Error, 

vs. 

The District of Columbia. 


No. 1367. 


a In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, June Term, 

1903. 


District of Columbia 1 238,391. Information for Practicing 

Nathan A. Springer. ) Medicine Without License. 


Be it remembered that in the police court of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, at the city of Washington, iii the said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 


1 {Information) 

Filed June 20,1903. Joseph Y. Potts, Clerk Police Court, D. C. 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, June Term, A. D. 

1903. 

The District op Columbia, ss ; 

Andrew B. Duvall, Esq., corporation counsel, by James L. Pugh, 
Jr., Esq., assistant corporation counsel, who for the District of Co¬ 
lumbia prosecutes in this behalf in his proper person, comes here 
into court, and causes the court to be informed and complains that 
Nathan A. Springer, late of the District of Columbia aforesaid, on 
the first day of January in the year A. D. nineteen hundred and 
three, in the District of Columbia aforesaid, and in the city of Wash¬ 
ington, and on divers other days and times since said day to the fil¬ 
ing of this information, did then and there practice medicine and 
did then and there publicly profess to do so without first having 
obtained from the board of medical supervisors of said District a 
license so to do, contrary to and in violation of an act of Congress 
approved June 8th, 1896, and constituting a law of the District of 
Columbia. 

ANDREW B. DUVALL, Esq., 

Corporation Cowisel, 
By JAMES L. PUGH, Jr., 

Assistant Corporation Counsel. 
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NATMAK a. SPRTNGEfl VS. TITE DISTRICT OP (rOLtlMBIA. 


Personally appeared C. W. Proctor this 20th daj"^ of June, A. D. 
1903 and made oath before me that the facts set forth in the fore¬ 
going information are true, and those stated upon information re¬ 
ceived he believes to be true. 

[seal.] . W. H. RUFF, 

Dqyuty Cjlei'k of the Police Court of the 

District of Cohiinbia. 


2 In tlie Police Coui’t of the District of Columbia. 

The District of Columbia 
vs. 

Nathan A. Springer. 

Be it remcMviboi'ed that on the trial of this cause on the 23d daj' 
of September, A. D. 1903, before Mr. Justice Bundy and a jury 
empanelled and sworn to try the issues between the parties, Charles 
W. Proctor, called on liehalf of the prosecution, testified in sub¬ 
stance as follows;— 

I arrested Dr. Springer on June 21. I went to the Tremont hotel 
where he was stopping and saw that he had registered there as Dr. 
N. A. Springer. Then I went to the drug store of Mr. Hooker and 
got this little pamphlet. Witness produced a pamphlet the cover 
of which is reproduced herein as Exhibit A. 


Exhibit A. 





AND ITS WORK IN CURING 


Alcoholism, Morphinism and Nervous Diseases 


BY THE SPRINGER METHOD 


LAUR.E:L, MARYLAND 


ON B. & O. RAILROAD, HALF WAY BETWEEN BALTIMORE AND WASHINGTON 


Baltimore Office: 

2 ST. PAUL. STREET 
C. & P. ’Phone„St. Paul 3502-Y. 
Maryland Courtlarid 1960. 


Washington, D. C., Office: * 

501 G STREET N. W.;CORrFiFTH 
Vaughan & Hooper’s Drug Store, - 
’Phone, 808 East. 


’PHONE. LAUREL 4-6. 
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This pamphlet was offered in evidence, to which the defehdant 
objected on the ground of irrelevancy. The objection was overruled 
and the pamphlet allowed to go in (Evidence, to which the defendant 
excepted, stating that such exceptioh was for the purpose of taking 
an appeal to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. The 
witness continued: Dr. Springer told me that he was treating Dr. 
Slade at the time merely as a friend^. Dr. Slade was present at court 
when this case was waiting trial last June. I called at his hotel 
but made no further effort to produce him at this trial. He was not 
living at the hotel. 

Whereupon John R. Atwell, called on behalf of the prosecution, 
testified in substance as follows:— 

I am a registered physician and have been practising in the Dis¬ 
trict five or six years. The defenda nt called on me at my office last 
February and introduced himself as a ph\'sician and told me that 
he had four patients that he wanted me to attend. He engaged me 
to see one of these patients at the Slioreham hotel for so much per 
visit. He said I would find remedies there and I was to give them 
to the patient. 1 went three or four times a week; sometimes 
3 twice a day, at my own discretion. I also visited a gentle¬ 
man named Hill, one named Pledges and one named Jenkins 
under the same circumstances. I treated them with defendant’s 
medicines which defendant had left at each of these places using 
my discretion as to frequency of doses, and wherever complications 
arose I used my own judgment ii^ ti’eating the patients. I never 
saw Dr. Springer prescribe for a patient or diagnose a case or ad¬ 
minister any medicine. He made the proposition to me to call at 
so much a visit and take general charge. He let me know that he 
was a physician. 

Whereupon Frederick 0. Roman, called on behalf of the prose¬ 
cution, tesitified in substance as follows:— 

I met defendant in my office last spring. He said he was sent to 
me as he understood I had cases needing treatment for acute alco¬ 
holism. I said I would ask them jf they would take the treatment 
but they declined to do so. He said he had a sanitarium at Laurel 
and had had much success. He offered to treat them on L street. 
He said I could see the patients from time to time. 

Whereupon the prosecution declared its case closed and the de¬ 
fendant moved the court to direct the juiy to return a verdict of 
not guilty, which motion the court overruled and the defendant ex¬ 
cepted, stating that said exception was for the purpose of appeal to 
the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

Whereupon Nathan A. Springer, called as a witness on his own 
behalf, testified in substance as follows:— 

I am a physician and am the discoverer of a system of treatment 
for drunkenness and other drug habits. I have about twent}’^ 
places in different States where my system is in use. I never ad- 
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minister the treatment and have not done so for eight years. I al- 
\va\"s employ a local physician wherever I introduce my system of 
cure and leave the treatment in his locality entirely to him. T con¬ 
fine myself to managing the business. Last spring I came here 
with a view to financing the sanitarium at Laurel whicli had gotten 
into financial difficult3^ Dr. Slade had been a patient there but 
had finished the treatment and accompanied me here merely 

4 as a companion. I did not treat him at all. One of my 
former patients had told me that Dr. Roman had several 

patients suflPering from acute alcoholism and I went to him to try to 
get them to be treated by my system. I did not offer to treat them 
on L street nor did I contemplate doing so but expected that they 
would either go to the sanitarium at Laurel or be treated by a' local 
})hysician here. I employed Dr. Atwell to treat several patients in 
this city explaining to him the drugs used and leaving it entirely to 
his discretion when and in what quantities to administer them. I 
did not diagnose any cases, prescribe for the patients nor administer 
the medicine. I took absolutel}" no part in the treatment but left it 
entirel}’' to Dr. Atwell as I do with all other local physicians. 

Whereupon the defendant moved the court to direct the jury to 
return a verdict of not guilty, which motion the court overruled and 
the defendant excepted, stating that said exception was for the pur¬ 
pose of appeal to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

Thereupon the court instructed the jury as follows against the 
objection of the defendant, to the giving of which instructions the 
defendant excepted, stating that said exception was for the purpose 
of appeal to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia: ‘‘If 
you believe from the evidence in this case that the defendant, not 
being a licensed physician in the District of Columbia, introduced 
himself to the witness Dr. Atwell as a physician, and asked Dr. At¬ 
well to take charge of four patients and administer his treatment to 
them, and if by reason of this request Dr. Atwell did take charge of 
the patients or any of them, and did administer defendant’s treat¬ 
ment to them, then defendant has violated our law which forbids an 
unlicensed physician to practice medicine in this District; notwith¬ 
standing that Dr. Atwell was given discretion to give other medi¬ 
cines to meet complications that might arise in the course of the 
treatment. 

If you find from the evidence that the defendant, not being a 
licensed physician in this District, introduced himself to Dr. Roman 
and solicited from him the business of the treatment of any patients 
the witness might have needing treatment for alcoholism, then you 
may consider this testimony in connection with other testL 

5 mony as to circulating advertisements in this District as per¬ 
taining to the question whether defendant did publicly pro¬ 
fess to practice medicine in this District. 

Now gentlemen of the jury, the law looks with great disfavor upon 
dissimulation. A man cannot do indirectly what he cannot do di¬ 
rectly, That which is forbidden by the law he should not do indi- 
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rectly if he cannot do it directly. ITow the prosecution is based on 
the idea tluit this defendant has sought to prosecute his business 
here in the District of physician without procuring a license, which 
is the substance of this accusation. Now if you find that this is true 
there is of course nothing to be done but to find the defendant 
guilty. ; _ 

And tlie defendant prays the court to sign and seal this his bill of 
excej)tions in order that the same inaj' be made part of the record, 
which is accordingl}’’ done this 24th day of September, A. D. 1903. 

(Signed) CHARLIES S. BUNDY, [seal.] 

Acping Judge, Police Court, D. C. 


6 (Copy of Docket Entries.) 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, June Term, A. D. 

1903. 


District of Columbia 
vs. 

Nathan A. Springer. 


No. 238,391. Information for Practicing 
Medicine Without License. 


Defendant arraigned June 24,190k. Plea: Not guilty. Jury trial 
demanded. Continued to SeptembeSr 23,1903. 

Sept. 23,1903, verdict: Guilty. Exceptions taken to rulings of 
court on matters of law and notice given by defendant in open court 
of his intention to apply to a justice of the Court of Appeals, D. C., 
for a writ of error. | 

Recognizance in the sum of one hundred dollars entered into on 
writ of error to Court of Appeals of |the District of Columbia upon 
tlie condition tliat in the event of tlie denial of the application for a 
writ of error, tlie defendant will, within five days next after the ex¬ 
piration of ten days, appear in the police court and abide by and 
perforin its judgment, and that in the event of the granting of such 
writ of error, tlie defendant will appear in the Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia and abide by and perform its judgment in 
the premises. The American Bonding Company of Baltimore, surety. 
Proceedings stayed for ten days. j 

Sept. 24, 1903, bill of exceptions filed, settled and signed. 

Sept. 20, 1903, judgment: Guilty. Sentence: To pay a fine of 
fifty dollars, and, in default, to be committed to the workhouse for 
the' terra of one hundred days. 

Sept. 28,1903, writ of error received from the Court of Appeals of 
the District of Columbia. ' 
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7 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 


United States of America, 
District of Columbia, 




ss: 


I, Joseph Y. Potts, clerk of the police court of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, do hereby certify that the foregoing pages, numbered from 1 
to 6 inclusive, to be true copies of originals in cause No. 238391 
wherein The District of Columbia is plaintiff and Nathan A. Springer 
defendant, as the same remain upon the files and records of said 
court. 

In testimony whereof I hereunto sub 
Seal Police Court of scribe my name and affix the seal of said 
District of Columbia, court, — the city of Washington, in said Dis¬ 
trict, this 7th day — October, A. D. 1903. 

JOSEPH Y. POTTS, 

Clei'k Police Court, Dist. of Columbia. 


8 Filed Sep. 28,1903. Joseph Y. Potts, Clerk Police Court, D. C. 
United States of America, ss: 

The President of the United States to the Honorable Charles S. 

Bundy, judge of the police court of the District of Columbia, Greet¬ 
ing: 

Because in the record and proceedings, as also in the rendition 
of the judgment of a plea which is in the said police court, before 
you, between The District of Columbia plaintiff and Nathan A. 
Springer, defendant a manifest error hath happened, to the great 
damage of the said defendant as by his complaint appears. We 
being willing that error, if any hath been, should be duly corrected, 
and full and speedy justice done to the parties aforesaid in this be¬ 
half, do command 5 mu, if judgment be therein given, that then, 
under your seal, distinctly and openly, you send the record and 
proceedings aforesaid, with all things concerning the same, to 
the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, together with this 
writ, so that you have the same in the said Court of Appeals, at 
Washington, within 15 days from the date hereof, that the record 
and proceedings aforesaid being inspected, the said Court of Appeals 
mav cause further to be done therein to correct that error, what 
of right and according to the laws and customs of the United States 
should be done. 
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Witness theHonorableRicliard H. Alvey, 
Chief Justice of the said Court of Appeals, 
the 28 th day of September, in the year of our 
Lord one thousand nine hundred and three. 

ROBERT WILLETT, 

Glet'k of the Court of A'ppeals of the District of Columbia. 

Allowed by— 

SETH SHEPARD, 

Associate Justice of the Court of Appeals 

of the District of Columbia. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia police court. No. 1367. 
Nathan A. Springer, plaintiff in error, vs. The District of Columbia. 
Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Oct. 7,1903. Robert 
Willett, clerk. 


Seal Court of Appeals, 
District of Columbia. 





